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ATTACHMENT 2 
PIMA COUNTY DISCUSSION ITEMS 

1. Failure to Properly Define Mine Life When Evaluating Impacts (Julia) Various public 

documents released for comment by the Forest Service inconsistently define the life of 

the proposed Rosemont mine. Until the PAFEIS and FEIS, the inconsistencies pertained 

to the pre-mining and post-mining periods. The prior documents defined the actual 

mining operation period as 20 years. For the first time, the PAFEIS expands the total 

mine life as ranging from 24.5 to 30 years with the active mining period ranging from 20 

to 25 years. The FEIS expands active mining life to 25 years. Will FS adjust mine life 

back to 20 years? 

2. Temporary cessation (Julia) Despite the high likelihood of temporary cessations and the 

resulting significant extensions of mine life, the FEIS and ROD fail to adequately discuss 

the impacts of the temporary cessations and multiple cessations. Will dewatering and 

other impact-causing activities occur at the facility during the cessations? Will Forest 

Service supplement the FE IS to include a discussion of temporary cessation impacts and 

their resulting extension of mine life? 

3. Adverse transportation impacts are anticipated on county roads but are not disclosed 

and mitigated. (Jonathan) Traffic impacts to Sahuarita Road not disclosed, nor 

mitigation proposed. County roadways include but are not limited to Sahuarita Road 

and Santa Rita Road. 

4. Elsehwere, traffic mitigation not sufficient to address safety concerns. (Jonathan) 

5. Groundwater impacts and mine life (Julia, Frank): It is not clear from the record that the 

Forest Service considered environmental impacts, especially groundwater extraction in 

the Sahuarita wellfield and the dewatering in the Cienega Basin, on a 25-year active 

mining basis. Was the basis for modelling a 20-year or a 25-year active mining period? 

Will the FE IS be modified? Furthermore, if the ROD is based on improper mine life 

modelling periods, the ROD must limit active mine life to 20 years. 

6. Downstream Replenishment of downgradient streams with groundwater from the 

dewatered pit (Frank). Implementing this mitigation measure will partially address 

immediate downgradient impacts of pit dewatering. An adaptive management scheme 

can be developed to pump the pit water downstream over time to store water in 

advance to replenish areas that would become dewatered as a result of the pit. 

Downgradient wells could also benefit from this mitigation measure. An AZPDES permit 

will needed to meet Federal and AZ WQ standards. 

7. What is the Permitting Strategy for Wells and Pipelines? (Julia)There is no discussion of 

the Forest Service's past or proposed efforts to permit these wells and pipelines. 

Indeed, the FE IS fails even to disclose the locations, size, and impacts of the dewatering 

and construction wells and related pipelines. There is no mention of the Forest Service 
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permitting process required under FSM 2541.35, R3 supplement 2500-2001-1, nor of 

any intention to condition approval of the MPO on successful authorization ofthe wells 

and pipelines under that standard. This apparent permission to proceed without the 

necessary special use authorization is a new concern arising after the opportunity for 

public comment. Pima County recommends that the ROD be amended to condition 

approval of the MPO on Rosemont's receipt of special use authorization required by 

FSM 2451.35. 

8. The Hydrologic Analysis is Inadequate and the Report Misrepresents the Hydrologic 

Analysis performed (Evan) Pima County clearly stated that the consultant should 

consider the results of a 3-hr storm (comment reference "n"), which was never done, 

and the FE IS implies that Pima County's concerns were addressed in the analysis they 

did, while they were not. 

9. Potential impacts on downstream riparian and water resources for all phases of mine 

life are not fully disclosed (Evan, Brian) FE IS should fully analyze the runoff reduction 

impacts on downstream vegetation and water resources for all phases of mine life. 

10. Release surface water into Trail Canyon from western and southern portion of the mine 

site, and allow runoff from northeastern tailings mound into Barrel Canyon (Mark) 

Modify the site water management plan to reduce impacts. 

11. The FEIS waste rock seepage monitoring plan will not result in adequate seepage 

impact evaluation (Julia, Frank) Because preferential flowpaths could develop almost 

anywhere, there is little chance that the proposed monitoring will actually detect 

seepage if it occurs. Julia recommended monitoring for appearance of new, unplanned 

water bodies and testing. 

12. lack of proper accounting of soil salvage to ensure reclamation success.(Mark) Soil 

calculations are a significant underestimation of the actual soil needed. Recalculate soil 

needed and relate this to revegetation of the upper landform sideslopes and upper 

surfaces. 

13. FEIS fails to disclosure impacts to Coleman's coralroot. (Brian) Barrel Alternative was 

chosen, in part, to avoid a population of Coleman's corral root, but the company is 

proposing to divert water above the largest known population of this plant 

(representing 40% of all known individuals). Discuss in EIS. 
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